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REBRLTRACT

THE FRINCIPLES OF WAR AND CAMFAIGN FLANNING: I5 THERE A
COMNNECTION? by Major Faul E. Melaody, USA, S1 pages.

The principles =f war have been a part of US Army doco—
trire since 1343. Irn 1289 with the publicatiorn of JCS Pub.
3-@, Doctrive for Joiwt Operaticns, the principles of war
also became part of Joint doctrine. However, other tharn their
reference inm JCS Fub 3-9, the princiglzs of war are rviot men-
ticvied in any of the othaer current discussicns of campaign
plarming.

With this ir mivd, the author analyzes tne principles
o7 war, seeking to determine how and why they we—e adoptec.
Ore key point to surface iv the analysis is the fact that the
Army chose the principles of war rather arbitrarily in 1921,
Urilike J.F.C. Fuller’s principles of war (uponm which they
were modeled), the American principles of war were rnot ac—
companied by a comprehensive theory of war.

The author also analyzes post—-WWI American campaigrn
plarming doctrirne. This aralysis reveals two significant
points. First, despite the statements inm JC5 Pub 34, Dac-—
trive for Joint Operaticons, there is not a commor set of
principles of war. Rather, the services each have a different
view of the principles of war. As a case in point, one ser—
vice (the MNavy) daoes ncot even recognize their existernce. Sec—
ond, campalgn plarmming doctrine has mever used tihe pirinciples
of war in campaign desigrn. RAs a result of these two points,
the author feels that there is, at best, & teruous rela-
tiornship between the privciples of war and current campaign
plarming doctrire.

In his conclusions, the author suggests that due to
this ternuocus relatiocnship, and the complex and unmigue nature
of campaign plarming, the principles of war should rnot be a
part of curvrernt campalgn design. Instead, current campaiagn
doctrine shouwld contirie to foocus on standard procedures to
erhance understanding during plarming and executicn. The
elements of campaign desigrn should fococus on broader themes,
themes that were evidernt in earlier campaign doctrine and
literature such as the 1942 and 1332 versions Fi 10@0-15.
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1. INTRODUCT LON

My first encounter with the principles of war cccurred
i 1973 with my introduction €to emall wnmit tactics wher [ owasz
a freshman at tihe US Militoary fAcademy. Little dic I realice
trnern that my experience with the privciples of war over tne
next seventeen years would reflect the changing role the
privciples of war have undergove 1w the US Army since 15e0
Our tactics imstructor, told us that o be sueccessful in tac—
tics, both at West Point and in the “"real Army'", we had to
use our heads and apply Judiciously the principles of war. i
thern showed us a simple way to commit them to memory by the
use af a long acvonym: MUSSHMOQOSE. * Additicornally, we were ax-
pected to memovize the pithy explanmatiomns that defirned @ach
of the prirnciples. UOnce we began to prepsre owr platoconm at-—
tacks arnd deferises, the irstructor evaiuwated the glan using
the principles of war. This process continued until we fin-—
ished the required tactics courses in our junmior year.

With this as my basic understanding of tactice, I was
very suwrprised when I started my Infantry Officers Rasic
Course (IORC) in 13977. At I0BC we did not use the principles
of war; we used somethinmg new —— the "Active Deferse'". 1 only
heard the prirnciples of war referred to in urcofficial side
conversations., Apparently, the "real Army" didn't use the
principles of war, it used the principles the "RActive De—
fernse'.

In 1383 at the Infantry Officers’ Advarced Course




(I0ARCY, I corice again encountered the prirciples of war. In a
special class entitled, "The Principles of War", I watched a
video tape of Gervieral Don Starry, then Commarnder of the
Trainming and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), explain the
impartance of knowing and understanding the privciples of
war. Gereral Starry stressed that the privnciples of war wers
the foundation of our (then) rew doctrine, "AirlLand Battle”
(ALB). Following the tape, a colonmel, the director of the
Combired Arms and Tactics Department (CATD), tocok the stage.
He informed us that so long as we remained faithful to apply-
ing the priviciples of war we would wot go wrong during owre
tactics instruction.

On the first day following the colornel’s class, ocur
first day in tactics, we learrned the terets of ALR, the
elements of combat power, and the combat imperatives. Over
the couwrse of the rnext few weeks, we also learvied the
characteristics of the deferse, the offernse, and the
principles of retrograde coperations. We only heard of the
principles of war wher an instructor would critique an
ursatisfactory plan. "You’ve failed to mass your combat
pawer!", or "Yauw've failed to imsure sipplicity.”

Years later, at the Caommand and Gereral Staff College
(CGSC) in 13988, my experierce with the prirciples aof war was
the same as at I0AC. There was always a reference to the
prirciples of war in the instructor’s critique. During the
plarming we used "doctrivne'": the tenets of ALR, or the

imperatives of mcocderr combat. Why was there this dichotomy?
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The instructors mever gave a very coherent arnswer to this
gquestion. I suppose it was due to the fact that the inmstruc—
tors felt more comfortable with the principles of war than
with the ternets of ALE.

Unlike other schools (I0OAC, CGSOC), where the prirn-—
ciples of war were used routinely, the School of Rdvarced
Military Studies (SAMS) rarely discussed the principles of
war. To be sure, the students used various principles of war
in tactical discussions, as well as in elaborating on certain
campaign proposals. Moreover, during the school’s theory
course, the genesis of the US Rrmy's principles of war were
nat discussed at all. Specifically why they were wnot dis-—-
cussed at SAMS is not the foous of this paper. What is es-—
sential is the fact that the privciples of war are rnaot cur-—
remtly a deliberate part of the specifics of campaign
plarnning doctrine; they are not part of the key concepts of
operational design.

Despite the fact that SAMS does rot specifically ad-
dress the principles of war in campaign plarming desigrn, cur-
rent Joint Doctrine for campaign plarnirng does reccocgnize a
set of principles of war. Moreaver, it asserts them to be the
basis of all joint doctrine and, "to act as the focal paoint
for unified and joint planning and operations'. With this in
minmd, this paper seeks to answer a specific guestiorn:  What
is the relationship between the principles of war and cam-
paign plarmming?

As will be shown, analysis of cuwrrent joint plarnrning




doctrine reveals that there ig, at best, a tevriucus relation-
ship betweeri the principles of war and campaigrn plarming.
This can be attributed to twa factors.

First, within the individual services the principles of
war have different roles. They are either nct recocgrnized, as
in the US Navy. They are currently beirng de-emphasized or
abandorned, as apparently is happerning in the US Marine Coarps.
They are rather ambigucus, as is the case of the US Army. Or,
finally, they are merely the scouwrce of doctrine, as is the
case af the Air Force.

Second, and perhaps most important, within joint ser-
vice campaign plarning discussions and doctrive development,
the principles of war are rarely and only partially ad-
dressed. This appears to be a reflection of the fact that un-—
til the 1389 version of JCS Fub 3-@, the prirviciples of war
have not been a doctrinal part of campaign plarming.

To explain the first point, the principles of war have
been analyzed in some detail. The evolution of the principles
of war as we krniow them are addressed first. This is dorme to
place the privciples of war into theilr proper historical arnd
doctrinal conmtext. Concurrent with this, the strengths and
weaknesses of the prirnciples of war are also considered.

The secord point —— the specific role that the
priciples of war have played in US campaigrn planmming doctrine
irn the 2@th Centuryis —-— follows the analysis of the prin-—
ciples of war. Specifically, the gcal is to determire the

historical lirkage betweer the IS principles of ar and US




campaign plarming doctrine.
Firally, the paper concludes with come observatiorns and
recommendations regarding the prirnciples of war, campaign

planming and joint doctrire.

. THE #RINCIFLES OF WAR - HISTORICAL RBRACKGROUND

The current version of the US principles of war 15 a
product of the mid-zZ@th Century. As they have come to be de-
firned, at leacst in Great Britairn armd the Urnited States, the
principles of war are a brief list of fundamerntal truths cov-
cerning the timeless rnature and conduct of war.® The US prin-
ciples of war are unigque in that they are all inclusive,
rather few 1r viumber, and are accomparnied by pithy descrip-
tions for each principle. In order to better appreciate the
principles of war, and to put them into thedo wroague Mis-
torical position, a brief review of their evolution is use-
ful.

Although the US prirvciples of war are uniqgue, the
search for fundamentair teuth~s of war is rot a rmew corcept.
In the 18th Century two major works appeared that attempted
to identify and explain the prirciples of success in war.

These two works were: My Reveries Upori the Art of War by

Maurice de Saxe, and History of the Late War irn Germany Ee-—

tween the King of Prussia ard the Empress of Germany and Her

Allies by Hernry Llaoyd. These works were widely read as the
authaors attempted to address the rmumercows prablems commanders

would ercourter on campaign. Lloyd and de Saxe did nat offer
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their readers a short, definitive list of principles of war,
rnor did they accompany the principles they did discuss with a
brief deiinition. Finally, and most imploartantly, they did
rot consider the prirnciples they discussed to be All 1rnclu-
si1ve. Rather, the authors left wroom for other considerations
too. Apparently, de Saxe and Llayd socught to help saldiers
understand the rature of war in a general serse. For them, 1t
was good erncugh to share their knowledge and musing concern-
img the furdamental nature of war. It was for later thecorists
b attempt to determine an exact number of prirvciples ang
their precise content. <
Although the search to understand the furndamental
nature of warfare was certainly part of the 18th Cerntury and
the Enlighterment, the search for specific prirciples of war
1ncreased in intensity with the emergerce of Napoleown
Boriaparte. Hecause of Napoleon'’s tremendous successes, sol-—
diers lorged to emulate him. Futhermnore, soldiers were keen
to devour everything he said about war. It was this rear
adulaticrn of Napoleorn that the codification of the principles
of war as we kriow them begarn. Specifically, the search for
urniversal prirciples of war can be attributed to the fact
that Napolewr himself often referred to principles of war:
Remember always three thirngs: urnity of forces,

urgency, and a firm resclution to perish with glory. These

are the three great principles of the military art that

have braought me success in all my operations.

The two most influential irnterpreters of Napoleon arnd

military theorists in the 13th Century were Antornie-Herri




Jominil and Carl von Clausewitz. RAlthough both of these men
have beern credited with the honor of articulating the ante-
cedents to cur cuwrrent principles of war, this popular belief
1s incarrect. Of these two men, Jomini car be said to be the
grandfather af the cuwrrent principles of war.® Moreover, both
men had very differing views on the raole of military theory.
Moust 1mportantly, their two views have affected how soldiers
have thought about war ever sirnce.

Jominmi was a pralific writer and enjoyed a huge follaow-
ing both in life armd in deatbh. His works were trarnslated i1nt.o
every major Eurcpean language. Fart of his success as arn au-
thor carn be attributed to his reputation as the soldier who
understood why Napaoleon was successful.” Futhermore, he was
convincad that 1t was possible to do two things., Farst, 1t
was possible to determine the furdamental ard unchanging
truths about the rature of war. Second, it was possible tao
use them to be successful on the battlefield. As a result,
Jumini's wratings scought to provide scldiers with a clear ex-
paosition of what to do onm campaigrn and battle. He offered a
method with which saldiers could be as successful as Napo-
lecrn.®

Throughcout his writings, Jomini addressed certain max-—
ims, rules, and prirnciples. (He used all three words inter-
charngeably.) Although he didw’t specify, "the" mast impor-—
tant prirvciples of war, Jomini came close to stating such a
list with his, "fundamerntal principle of war':

1. To carry the greatest part of the available fooroea
of an army on the decisive point.....

>




. To aperate in such a marrmer that this mass is not
only present at the decisive paoint, but that once there, it
is alsc skillfully put into action.®

Evernn if Jomini did wot articulate a specific list of prinm-
ciples aof war similar to ouwr own prirciples of war, it is
clear that he reinforced the proposition made by Napoleon
that there Zid exist an exact list of fundamental truths con-
cervning war.®? It is this point, perhaps more than any other,
where Jomini and Clausewitz differed the most. Sirnce gopular
belief mistakenly credits Clausewitz witn being an originator
of the cuwrrent principles of war, it is useful to examirne his
positicon on this point.t?

Recent scholarly works on Clausewitz’s by Feter Paret,

(Saoldy. - _and the State), Raymond Aror (Clausewitz: Fhi-

———

losapher of War), and Azar Gat (The Origins of Military

Thought Trom the Enlightenment to Clausewitz) have helped to

dispel the riotion that Clausewitz felt there could exist a
list of certairn imnmutable principles of war that could guide
a commander to success on the battlefield. Still the myth
persists today that Clausewitz produced such a list of prin-
ciples. *&

The mistaken cornmnection betweern Clausewitz and a list
of specific principles of war can be attribuied to anm abbre-
viated English trarnslation of his book?®s title as: The Frin-—

ciples of War instead of its more accurate, The Most Impor-—

tant Principles for the Conduct of War. 3 With orne guick

reading, and the more accurate title, it is clear to see that
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Clausewitz wrote the work solely as a means to help educate
the yourng heir to the Prussian Throme — who had rno battle ex—
perievnce, a ncoct wicommorn cccurrvence far noability of the times
— irm fulfilling his duties as a battlefield commander. Later
writers, apparently locking for a means to garner respect-
ability, or to corroborate their thoughts, likered their own
principles of war to those they could extrapaolate from

Clausewitz’s so—called The FPrirnciples of War.*4

There are similar thoughts in The Frinciples of War
with those of his classic On _War, though Clausewitz never
intended for it to suggest that there could be an easy or
quick way to learn about or to act in war. Although
Clausewitz did ackrnowledge that there were furndamental truths
- certain principles — about war, he rever felt they could be
easily arnd simply reduced to & few pithy statements, and thab
they should then guide a commander on the battlefield.

Rather, Clausewit=z felt that once on the battlefield, prin-
ciples and rules could never take the place of recogrnizing
the rieeds of the actual situation. On the battlefield, the
gengral had to use his awn judgment and insights — the result
of years of preparation and talent - and nrt theory or
rules. 1=

As a result of Jomini’s and Clausewitz’s differing
views orn warfare and the use of military theory, by the late
13th Century, the major Eurcopean armies tevded to be either
Jaminian ~r Clausewitzian in cutlook. England and Frarnce

were Jominian (as was the Urnited States) iwm that they be-—




lieved that there could exist a list of principles of war
that should guide commanders on che battlefield. *®

As a result of this orientation, France and Evgland
produced a military system based on sets of principles. These
priviciples were not the principles of war we know today.
Rather, they are claoser to what we would call doctrinal prin-
ciples. However, unlike cor doctrirnal concepts, these prirn-—
ciples were to followed exactly. *”

Frussia alorne was Clausewitzian. As such, the Frussians
did not adhere to the concept of immutable principles of war.
Clausewitz’s influerce ternded to discouwrage the elaboratiaon
of fixed prinmciples. Von Moltke, as an example, firmly be-
lieved that rules or principles applicable to all cases was
nonsernse. Rather, he, along with other Frussian military
thirkers, adhered to "the method of the concrete cases. '8
However, scome Frussian military writers did subseribe to the
propositicon that war could have certain privnciples — though
they were certainly rncot the key to all aspects of war. The
most well krnown arnd well read Frussian theorists was Colmar
varn Der Goltz.

Irn the varicous books he wrote, von Der Goltz addressed
various principles that he deduced were essential for success
irn war. However, he felt that it was not possible to enumer-—
ate all of them. Despite this ackrowledged shortcoming, he
did idertify thase he considered the most essential for sue-
cess: economy of forces and "to make every effort as strang

as possible at the decisive point'".*® In his later works, wvon
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Der Goltz identified two principles of modern war. The first
principle was that the eremy’s main army should be the pri-
mary objective arcund which one must focus all of cre’s ef-
forts. The second stemmed from the first principle: "to cone
centrate if possible, all power for the houwr of decision.'" As
with the Frerch and Erglish, these were closer tq what we
wouuld call doctrinal principles rather tharn principles of
war. Significantly though, and unlike the Frernich and BEritish
prinvciples, the principles Von Der Goltz spoke of were irn-—
tended to provide urnderstanding and riot guidance on the
battlefield.&®

In sumy; the Prussiams felt that while one must be aware
of the enduring nature of war, ac“t ing in corncert with certain
fixed principles, as opposed to the existing conditions that
confronted ocne on the battlefield, was wrong. On the whole,
the Prussiarn military cultuwre tended to be more pragmatic
than dogmatic about warfare.®1

Everitually, the two views of warfare, Jominian (Frarce)
and Clausewirtzian (Prussia) clashed in 1872 with the
Franco-FPrussian War. FPrussia won a sturming victory. As a re-
sult, other mnations were guick to adopt what they mistakenmly
thought was the Prussian "system".

In reviewing its failure in the war, the French army
came to several conclusions. First, France had failed to ac-
count for the moral elements 2f war, which their pricnciples,
in true Jominian fashiorn, did rot address. As a consequence,

the French begarn to include the humar element in war, while
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corntinuwing to highlight lists of principles. Second, the
Frernch recognized a need for better officer education and
military plarming. As a result, the French ecstablished a riew
sck 21, a sernior military school, like the Prussian
Hriegsacademie. Additiornally, the Frernch established a Geri—
eral Staff that cutwardly looked like the German General
Staff. Unfortunately, the French did not change theiv phi-
losaophy in following fixed principles. ®=

Ferhaps the best example of the French failure to
change theiyr thinking is Gerieral Fach’s 19@& worky The Brin-

ciples of War. Although Foch did riot provide a definitive

list of principles in his work, he did list four: economy of
forces, freedom of actioﬁ,'Free disposition of forces, and
security. (To emphasize the fact that these were not all in-
clusive, Foch cocricluded his list with the word “eteo. “.)
Foch's work was actually his vision of a theory of war arnd
how to act in war. It attempted to explain war in its ewn-—
tirety, but did rot try to simplify or reduce it to a de-
finitive list of manageable and immutable principles. It
still supported the idea that soldiers could be guided by key
principles.=3

In the years prio to World War I (WWI) rnot a single
armny subscribed to a list of definitive, fixed and immutable
prirciples of war. In fact, the term "prirnciples of war" ap-
parerntly had the cormaotation of "the fundamental truth of the
riature of war" rather than a precise, definitive, and

relatively short list of principles with which a soldier




could be sure of following to success. It appears that the
current belief that such a list could be codified came abaout
as a result of WWI — particularly in armies with a strong
Jominiarn tradition, like those of the Urnited States and CGreat

Britain.,24

3. The Codificatiorn of the Principles of War

The final step to cadi%yiﬂg the principles of war, as
we curvemtl; know them, car be most immediately identified
with the rneed to train huge, hastily raised armies for
"modern', total war, as was first encountered in WWI. In the
years immediately precedirng WWI, all Euwropean armies began to
produce doctrinal literature. This literature scught to help
train soldiers in as efficient marmmer as possible. As a conm—-
sequerce, the previcusly held belief that the principles =f
war were irnrumerable and required years of Peading, thinking
and experiernce to understand fell to the practical rneed to
guickly train troops and jurnior officers for war. Despite
this change irn thinking, @here was no single list of offi-
cially sanctioned principles of war. Rather, whernever the
prirvciples of war were addressed, they were said to be "nei-
ther very numercus nor in themselves very abstruse" — not a
very practical statement to be sure. 2%

However, ornce WWI began, mary country’s marnuals listed
various rules or principles for the conduct of certain as-
pects of fightirng. These principles varied in number from as

few as four to as marny as twenty five. RAs a consequerce, the
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idea that war could be regulated by a few fundamental prirn-
ciples gained acceptance - at least in the British and
American armies. However, the finmal acceptarice, the codifica-
tion, of a single and official ligst of these furdamerntal
truths did rot take place fully until after WWI.=ZS

The British army was the first army to list official
principles of war. Althaugh popular belief credits J.F.C.
Fuller with their articulation, the first official list was
published iv the British Field Service Regulatioms (FSR) in
192@ by a committee of British cfficers. However, Fuller did
bhave a great deal of influerce on the committee. =7

Although Fuller'’s influerce warned iv the British army,
particularly in regards to the prirciples of war, his list af
principles spread overseas guickly. His writirngs had a direct
rtmpact on the eventual adoption of the principles of war in
the American Army in the 19&d@s.=8

In summary, one can see that the prirnciples of war as
we know them are a unique product of the 2@0th Century. Their
roots can be traced to theoretical proposition, irnitially and
most straongly sanctiorned by Jomini, that war conld be reduced
to a few rnumber of enduring and immutable principles. The
codification of such a list of principles was assisted by the
recessity to mobilize and tréin great rumbers of leaders and
soldiers in WWI. Additicrnally, ore can see that concurrent
with Jomini’s view of war came a different view of war,
namely, that of Clausewitz. This school of thought rejected

the premise that war had a few fundamental and endurivng prirv-
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ciples that in and of themselves gave scoldiers the key to
victory. Rather, this view held that while principles may
help soldiers to understand the nature of war, they could wct

pravide the means to victory on the battlefield.

4. The Adoptiorn of the Americarn FPrirnciples of Way

Most US Army officers probably kriow that the Army’s
principles of war can be livked to J.F.C. Fuller, as this
fact is stated in the current Field Marual (FM) 12@-5, Op-—
erations. However, fewer officers are praobably aware of haow
and when the prirnciples were first i1ntroduced; that they did
ot vemain in doctrine. forr very long after their introduc-
tion; o that they were rnot anm official part of the US Army’s
doctrine during all of WWII. Inm and of themselves these factes
are relatively unimportant. However, in considering these
facts, orne will also gainm an understandivg of the role the
principles of war have played in fArmy doctrine.

Althoungh this section deals with the "American"
principles of war, the Army’'s principles of war receive most
of the attertion. This is dore for two reasons. First, the
Army was the first service to adopt a set of principles of
war. Second, the current "American" principles of war, those
articulated in Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Pub. 3-8, Doctrine

for Joint Operations, are essentially those articulated by

the Army. =2
The US Army adopted the principles of war in 1921.

Givers the strong Jominian tradition that existed in the




American Army, this is not surprising. Two people seem to
have beer primarily responsible for their actual adopticn:
Major Hjalmar Erickson and Colorel William K. Naylor. Both
mern were instructors at the Command and Gerneral Staff College
(CGSC) at Fort Leavernworth, Kansas. The principles of war
were qulished in the Army’s Training Regulaticn 1@-35, Doc—

trines, Mrivciples and Methods anmd contaired the einht prin-—

ciples Fuller had articulated in 1913, with ore additicorn -
simplicity. The explanatians that accomparnied each of the
principles of war were rearly identical to those in the Brit-
ish regulations.3®9

The first public explanation for the newly adopted

American principles of war appeared in Infantry Joooprwal in
two 1921 articles by Colonel William K. Naylor entitled, "The
Frinciples of War". In the articles, Naylor made several
points concerning the privnciples of war. First, he stated
that the principles of war were similar to any cother prin-
ciple in that they were a profession of faith. Why Naylor
thought this to be important is unclear - except perhaps that
the prirnciples were rew and unpraven. Second, he wished to
digstirnguish the new prirnciples of war from rules of war. In
his view, the former required judgment, the latter did wnot.
Third, Naylor stated that the principles were not doctrive,
rnor were they theory, rnor maxims. In today's language, they
would seem to be mental constructs about the natuwre of war at
both the strategic and the tactical levels. Rs such, Naylor

felt the principles of war could do two things for scoldiers.
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First, they could provide iwsights into the rature of war.
Second, if correctly applied, the principles of war allaowed
commanders to make correct decisicons. 3! This latter point
clearly reflects. Naylor’s Jominian leanings.

Despite the wonderful thirngs that he felt the
principles of war could do for soldiers, Naylar?s justifica-
tion for the US Army’s prirciples of war was based on rather
flimsy evidernce. Primarily, Naylor used a few MNMapoleonic max-
ims and a relatively few, sketchy, and selectively chosen
higtorical examples to explain each principle. Moreover, the
priviciple "surprise" (the ocrne principle that differed fraom
those codified by the British Army) was selected, in good
measure, as & direct result of the very brief American expe-
rience in WWI, and wnaot upon a comnprehensive survey of war-—
fare. As such, this principle would seem to be closer to a
doctrinal principle rather thanm an immutable and timeless
principle of war.3& .

In his comcluding comments, Naylocr stated that the
principles of war in themselves were incomplete. He ewmpha-
sized that cne had to consider other aspects of warfare as
well: disciplirne, leadership, charce, and morale. (Unlike
Fuller’s prirciples, the American prirnciples of war were raot
inclusive of these factors.) Though Naylor was an ardent sup-
porter of the corcept of immutable principles of war as
guides to actian, he recognized their incomplete nature - at
least acs codified in the United States Army. 33

Despite their acceptance in the Training Regulaticn,
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the prirciples of war had many critics. (Covsidering Naylor’s
article, this is rizt hard to urderstand.) As a result, by
1928 the principles of war had fallen acut =f US Airmy
doctrine. They would not reappear aofficially antil the 1949

editiocn of Field Manmual (FM) 122-5, Field Service Regula-

tions, Operaticons.3* Why they fell cut is urclear. It would

appear that the validity of the corncept and riecessity of
"immutable" priviciples of war was reiectea. It is possible
that within the Americarn Armny some very influential officers
disagreed with adopting a set of universal and immutable
principles.

Ornce such aofficer appears to have been Gerneral Gewrge

C. Marshall. In the much publicized, Iwnfantry in Battle, pro—-

duced under Marshall’s direction in the early 1930s, the fol-
lawing statement introcduces the book:

The art of war has rz traffic with rules, for the irn-
finitely varied circumstances and conditions of combat
riever produce exactly the same situatiorn twice...in battle,
each situation is unigue and must be sclved on its own mar-—
its...the leader...must close his mind to the alluring for-
mulae that well meaning pecople offer in the name of vic-
tory....he must learn to cut to the heart of a situatior,
recocgnize its decisive elements and base his course of ac—
tion on these. 3=

As ocne carn see, this belief in the dictates of the
situation was similar, if rot identical, to the
Frussian/German view af war of the "concrete cases'". Ivn the
light of this cbservation, it is rnot swrprising that the 1939

FM 1@@2-S, the version that guided the Americarn Army into

WWII, was a virtual copy of the 1933 German FSR
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Iruppenfubrung. #*® Considering these tw2 points, it is also

not surprising that the rnext time the privciples of war ap-
peared irn American Army doctrine was after Gerneral Gecrge C.
Marshall had retired and the Germarm Army had beern defeated.

Wher the principles of war returned to the Army’'s doc-
trire 1n 1949, -— rearly five years after Marshall had re-—
tired and the German defeat in WWII -- they were nearly
idertical to those listed in 1921.37 Fraom their

reintroduction in the 1949 FM 12@-5, Field Service Regula-

ticrns, Operations, until the 1376 FM 10@-5,0peraticns, the US

Army used them as furndamertal and prescriptive doctrinal cone-
cepts.

I the 1949 FM 122-35, the principles of war apppeared
as an introduction to the chapter entitled "The Exercise of
Command'. They were not accompanied by any explamaticon or irn-—
struction on their interded use. Rlthaugh, by their position
in the chapter, ore car deduce that the prirnciples of war
were to guide commanders in the formulation of plans and or-
ders. As with their initial publicaticn in 1921, each prin-
ciple was accompanied by a terse explanation. With only a few |
adjustments to these explarnations, the US Army’s principles
of war have remaired virtually the same sirnce 19493.

Their use as a prescriptive tuxl in the formulation of
plarns and orders contirued in the 1354 FM 12@-5. Spe-—
cifically, this versiorn of FM 1202—-5 ircluded ar introducticon

to the principles of war, stating:

The prirnciples of war goverrn war the prosecuticr of
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war. Their applicatiocn is essential to command. .. [andl to
the successful conduct of war... Ltheir] degree of applica-
tion varies with the situation. 38

As ore can see, this point is an elaboration on their
implied role in the 13949 doctrire. Significantly, the 19S5
marnual did rot contain principles other tharm the prirciples
of war.

The riext editior of FM 1@2-5 appeared in 1362. In this
version, the relationship between the principles of war and
cperatiornal concepts was evern more pronounced. The chapter
corntaining the principles of war was entitled "Privciples of
War and Operatiornal Corncepts'", and stated:

The development of combat power relates directly to
the prirnciples aof mass and ecuromy of force. The applioca-
tion of combat power is gqualified by the intelligent appl:
cationm of the remaining principles of war., 2%

The rnext edition of FM 10@-5, which appeared in 198,
repeated verbatim the 1354 comments reygarding the prirnciples
af war, with one additiown:

Irn applyirng the principles of war, the developmenrt
and application of combat power are essential to decisive
results. «®

In brief, by 13€8 the principles of war had become awn
intimate part of the Army’s doctrice. US soldiers appliead the
priviciples as dococtrinal furdamentals, as vital keys in tacti-
cal plarming and executicrn. By the middle 1970s and the pub-
lication of the 1376 FM 12@-5, however, thicz approach sud-

denly ended.
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The 1376 FM 10@2-5 was a significantly different marncal
tharn any produced in the Army's past. Gereral William DeFuy,
the first commander of the Trairing and Doctrine Commaind

(TRADOLC), was respansible for this chanmge. He felt that the

existing strategic situwation in Euwrope - the Army’s primary
mission, he thought - required a new doctrine, a doctrine
that would insuwre an cutaumbered Americarn Army would win a

war agairnst the Warsaw Fact. He insured the riew manual
contalned clearly articulated tactical prirnciples thabt =21
diere could apply iv combat. In this sernse, DeFuy was very
Jominian iv his outlook, It is ironic, therefore, that the
marmal did rat list the prirnciples of war. This point, alaong
with many cthers, was widely criticized.

In response to the criticism that the 1376 FM 1o@-5 daia
ot contain or refer to the principles of war, a rnew marual
was published that did list them: FM 1@2@-1, The Army. In 1t,
the pririciples of war were defined as:

.o« Tundamerital concepts, the result of centuries of
tradition arnd experiernce. These principles are interre-
lated...the emphasis cn any will vary with the
situation. '+t

The reappeararnce of the principles of war placated some
critics of the 1376 FM 122-5. EBut, their reappeararce alsc
produced a rnew situaticon, orne that begged the following ques—
tiorns: Did the principles of war replace the doctrirnal
concepts and principles so clearly outlined irn the existing
doctrine? Was the Army to use the principles of wer and the
doctrinal prirnciples simultanecusly? If so, how and why?

1
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These points were rot answered in the 1978 FM 12@-1.

Ivv 1981, the Army published a revised editicon of M
122-1. It attempted to clarify the role of the principles of
war in Army doctrine. In doirg this, the principles of war
status changed significantly. For the first time since their
adaoption in 1321, the Army no lorger considered the prin-—
ciples of war as immutable, although they were still consid-
ered to be the key to understanding bat’ field success in
the past.?*® As equally important was the fact that FM 120-1
stated that the prirnciples of war were rot to be applied pre-
scriptively. Additionally, their rew role varied, depernding
ot what level of war they were used at. In all cases, how-
ever, FM 122-1 comsidered the principles of war t§ be a frame
of refererce. At the strategic level, they provided a set of
questions. At the tactical level, they provided anm op-
eraticnal toxl to provide thought in combat ("...if urder-—
stood and applied properly. ")#3, In short, the 1981 FM i1g@a-1
stated the principles of war could be used in conjurction
with existing operatiocrnal and doctrirnal corncepts. Most sig-
nificantly, however, the principles of war were no longer the
key tactical and cperaticpal concept as they had beer between
1949 and 1975.

In 1982, a year after the revised FM 120-1 was pub-
lished, the Army adcocpted a wew doctrine - Airbland RBattle
(ALB). Iv good measure, RLE answered all the oriticisms of
the old Active Deferse. Continuing on the i1dea <of formulating

specific doctrine started in 1976, the 13982 FM 1@02-5 outlined
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four key doctrinal principles or ternets — the tenets of ALR:
agility, initiative, depth, synchronizatiaon. With ALE, the
Army also introduced three levels of war (the strategic, the
operational and the tactical), combat imperatives (the modern
applications of the principles of war, combined with certain
moral principles of fighting rnot covered irn the principles of
war), and cffersive and defensive characteristics (fundamen—
tals).=% With the appeararnce of these rew doctrinal tenets,
the prirciples of war usefulrness, at least as described in
the 13981 FM 1@@d-1, seemed superfluocus or urmrecessary in op-
erational issues. As though to highlight their rew and less
thars central role, the principles of war were rov even in—
cluded withirn the bady of FM 10@-5 itself; they were placed
in a separate arrex in the back. Their rale would become even
more unclear with the revisions to ALB in 1986,

Although well accepted, the 1382 FM 1200-5 was revised
in 1386. Mast of these modifications were refinements cr the
basic corncepts addressed in 198&. uUnlike the 1982 marnual, the
13986 FM 1@0@-5 did rat directly link the privciples of war to
the ALE imperatives (which were revised from sevewn in the
1382 marinal to ten in 1986, arnd rernamed the imperatives of
maderre combat). Although the 1986 FM 12@-5 cited the prin-
ciples of war as being fundamental to US Army doctrine, it
preceded this by stating doctrive, "must Lalsc] be rooted in
time tested theories.”" It also stated that the principles of
ALE reflected past and modern theorists of war. In essence,

the pririciples of war we,e but cre of many scources of doc-—
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trine. As a result, their role in the rnew FM 120-5 was dif-
ferernt thanm in the past. In FM 1225 they seemed to serve as
a purely didactic tool rather than a doectrinal coricept to be
used ivn plarnning o execution. In this role, the principles
of war did not have the authority that the early advocates of
a definitive and immutable list of prirciples envisioned irn '
1921, Mast importantly, they were not the key doctrirnal con-
cepts that they had beer from 1949 to 1976. This rale fell tao
the ternets of ALB. However, so long as the current FM 122-1
(the 1386 edition) suggests the privciples may be used as an
operaticnal concept, their role will remain vather am-—
biguous4s,

In summary, one can see that the privnciples of war are
a rather recent additicn to the US Army’s tactical doctrine.
It carn alsc be seen that the principles of war have rnot been
clearly justified since they have beewn adopted. 3ince their
introductionin 1981, the US principles of war have rever been
explained within a comprehensive thecry of war. This is
rather interesting, for J.F.C. Fuller, whose writirngs appar-—
ently influernced the two officers who were responsible for
the US Army’s principles of war, wrote an entire book ocutlin-
irng his priciples within a thecry of war. One can alsoc see
that after their reintroduction in 1343, the priciples of war
became & doctrinal concept that American scocldiers used to
cuide them in tactical plarming and execution. This process
remaivred rather simple and straight forward until the prin-

ciples of war were displaced by riewer dococtrinal principles of
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the Active Deferse. When, as a result of field criticism of
the Active Deferse, the principles of war returned to doc-
trivne, their role collided with the rnewer principles of the
Active Defernse. This conflict was mnot settled evern with a riew
doctrine iw 1982. On the contrary, with a revised FM 122-3 in
1986, the principles of war’s role became cleec~ly ambiguous.
Iw FM 12@-5, they served as a part of the theory of war. In
FM 12@-1, they served as both theory and doctrine. Rs a part
of doctryine in FM 1001, they serve as tools in plarming and
execution. As such, they suggest an alternative to the con-

cepts and terets already articulated inw FM 12@-5.

S. The Priviciples of War - Arn Assessment

Now that the development and role of the priciples of
war have beern briefly addressed, it is fittirg arnd useful to
assess their utility. The intention is to gainm an appre-
ciatiornn for their strengths and weaknesses.-

As already discussed, the principles of war are the re-
sult of a military theory first proposed by Jominmi in the
13th Ceritury. He believed that it was possible to extract
from history key fundamentals that when properly applied
would insure success in batt}e. As such, for a list of prin-
ciples to be true "principles of war'", they must have two es-
sential characteristics. First, they must be a list of time-
less, immutable, and definitive principles derived from a
study of history. Second, the list must be used by scldiers

to guide them in making decisions in war.“€ In essence, the
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priviciples of war must serve as a sort of mental checklist in
creating or evaluating a plarm or decisiaon.

Iri crder to assess the prirciples of war, it is neces-
sary to evaluate their essential characteristics. First, are
the principles of war timeless? From their first acceptanvce
following WWI, proponents have attempted to prove their time-
lessress with a variety of historical examples, usually irn-
valving one of the Great Captains. They have alsc ex-
trapolated each prinvciple from the works of well respected
military theorists, to iviclude Sun Tzu amd Clausewit=z. (Both
mev, by the way, rever produced a ligst of definitive and im-
mutable principles of war to guide soldiers in war.) In
shcrt, advacatés of the princiles of war have, in the words
of the roted historian Michael Howard, abused military his~—
tory to support their views. <7

Are the principles of war immutable? If ocrie accepts the
fact that certain principles have beer evident in all suc-—
cessful military actions and in the majority of military his-
tories since recorded time, thé answer would seem to be yes.
Froporients add that though these prirciples have manifested
themselves differently over the centwries, their essential
qualities have remaired consistent. Again, this argument
rests orn the marver in which ore uses higstorical Yprocof®.
Just as it is relatively easy to cite proof for the prin-
ciples, it is just as difficult for one to dispraove their
existernce. 42

Are the principles of war definitive? It is this point




— more tham any other - that seems to undermine the theoreti-
cal propasition and strength of the principles of war. One
example illustrates this point micely. In 19853, the US Army
tasked a group of captured former German gereral officers and
Gereral Staff officers to evaluate the 1949 FM 100-S. When
the Germans covered the principles of war, they asked a
simple question: "Why did you exclude defernse from your list
of principles of war?" To the Germans, omitting the deferse
exaggerated the importarce of the offerse and dimivnished the
importarce of the defense (a fact their own army ex.<rierced
in the early days of WWI)., Futhermore, they thought any com-
prehensive discugssion of warfare had to address both the of-
ferise and the defernse. Moreaover, an army’s doctrive had to
keep them in balance. Besides this illustraticon, the exist-
ernce of differing principles of war in athey countries sug-
gests thdt the lists are rnot definitive. Proporments guickly
add, however, that for the list to be marnageable; it must ex-—
clude socme of the less important privciples arnd foocus on the
most essential. #®

Rs a result of this brief analysis, one can see that
the prirciples of war can be loosely argued to be immutable
and perhaps timeless. But, one is hard pressed to prove they
are definitive. This leads to the rnext consideration. Can the
principles of war insuwre success on the battlefield? And,
should soldiers make decisions based an established, immu-
table principles of war?

Froponents for the principles of war argue tirat the
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Great Captains have employed them in their ocwn time. ARs
stated earlier, advocates for the priviciples of war have
gquoted Napoleon as praocf of their existence and utility in
guiding one’s acticn on the battlefield. As recently as the
early 1982s, an American author, Colomel (Ret.) Harry Summers
suggested that the US Army lost the war in Vietrnam, in part,
because it failed to follow the prirnciples of war. 2

Perhaps the best krnown opporent to the corcept of a
list of definitive privciples of war is Carl vorn Clausewitz.
Although he did admit.that there was utility in identifying
certain principles or furdamentals about the nature of war,
he did wnat thirnk that they couwld ar should be used as the
source for judgment on the battlefield (particularly by gen-
erals). Clausewitz thought that at higher levels of command,
gererals always faced urnique situations, particularly in de-
signing campaigns. As a result, historical truths, such as
the prirnciples of war, could rot suggest a soclutiorn or an-—
swer. St

Inspite of their shortcommings, the principles of war
da have some positive aspects. First, in and of themselves,
they are rnot irncorrect. Surprise, as just orne example, has
certainly given armies who possessed it an advarmtage in
battle. Second, praovided the principles of war are uniformly
krnown, they can act as a shorthand for certain aspects or
characteristics of fighting. This allows professional sol-
diers to discuss plarns and orders with a similar outloock.

Third, if an army wishes to have a standard method of fight-
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ing, the primciples of war can act as coperaticnal corcepts.
In this way, they are an army’s aoperatiornal doctrine. OF
course, if the army already has & set of doctrimal corncepts,
the principles of war carn cause some confusion. Such a situa-
tiorn begs: does the army uwse its doctrinal concepts or deoes
it use its principles of war? Thig situaticn would appear to
be the case in the US Army today, as descoribed inm the intro-—

ductiaon to this paper.

E.CAMPAIGN PLANNING AND THE FRINCIPLES OF WAR

This chapter amnalyses the relationship between the
principles of war and cortemporary campaign plarming. =& RAs a
result of this analysis, it is apparent that there is, at
best, a tevruosus relatiocnship betweer the two., This comclusian
is supported by three facts. First, there is o common ser-
vice belief in either the existerce, utility, or codification
of the principles of war. Second, contemporary campaign plarn--
ring literature does rnot discuss the privciples of war as a
part of operational desigmn. Third, urntil the publicaticr of

JCS Fub 2-@ Doctrive for Joivit Operaticnms (Final Draft 1989),

the principles =f war have not beern a part of campaign plan-—-
riivig doctrine. Each of these poirnts will be dicussed in turrn.

The first point addresses the fact that there is ro
"eomman' set of principles of war, contrary to what JCS
Fub.3-0 states.=3 In reality, the services each have a unigue
view of the principles of war.

At the cuwrrent time, the Navy does not recognize any




set principles of war. In the 1954s, the Navy had twelve
privciples of war, but has dropped them from the literature
since then.*®“ Rather, the Navy currerntly cocperates primarily
arcund tactical and cperational®® principles for submarine,
surface, and carrier forces. The Navy does rnot see the util-
ity in, o the necessity foir, such a list. Conseguently, it
does riot educate its officers in using a set of principles of
war in naval plarming or operations. Se

As late as 1988, the Marine Corps officially recogrnized
the same nine prirnciples of war as did the Army. At the
present time, however, it appears that the Marine Corps is
charnging its views on the utility cr wisdom of accepting and
adhering to a set of definitive and i1rmumerable prirnciples of
war. Some years ago, the Marine Corps began to explore what
it calls "maneuver warfare'. 57

Maneuver warfare borrows heavily from perceived German
Army concepts. As such, the belief in the existernce of fixed
principlz. of war is considered counterproductive. Rather,
the concept revolves arcound the idea of mareuverirng the enemy
into such situations that his further resistance is point-
less, =8

In 1989 and 1992, the Marine Corps published two riew

marmals: Fleet Marire Field Marmal (FMFM) 1, Warfighting and

FMFM 1-1, Campaigning. These manuals are intended to direct
how the Marine Corps fights and trains. FMFM 1 is the iMarine
Corps thecry of warfighting; it cormtains no rules, rnor any

prezcriptive principles. Importarntly, it does rnot address any
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principles of wa. . FMFM 1-1 applies the theoretical corncepts
in FMFM 1 to the operational level of war. As with FMFM 1,
this marmal does rnot identify any set principles of war. As a
result, one can conclude that the Marine Corps has dropped
the privciples of war as the basis of their doctrive. The
purpose 1s apparently to shed the procedural and Jominian
ot look that accompanies a list of privnciples of war. In
their place, the Marine Corps has apparently substituted a
more general theory of "maneuver" warfare. ==

The Air Force has recognized its cwn privciples of ware
since 1t became a separate service in the late {34uds., Like
the frmy, the Air Force !.2: also dropped it privciples of
wars from its doctrine at one time or arncther. Currently,
however, the Air Frree recognizes twelve principles of wars.
In addition to the Army’s nine, the Air Force has timing and
tempo, cohesion, and logistics. The Air Force clearly states
that the prirciples of war are a didactic toocl to help sirmen
think about the mature of war., However, they do wot consider
the principles to be immutable or to reflect all aspects of
war. Finally, the Air Force considers the principles of war
to be a primary source for the formulation of aerospace doo—
trine. Just as with the Army, there does rnot exist amy
thecretical work which specifically explores the Air Force's
principles =f wars. As such, the pr.r.;iples of aercospace doc-—
trine guide plarming and operations rather than its prirn-
ciples of war, &2

Finally, the Army recognizes the principles of war




listed in JCS Fub 3~@. This is logical as the two lists are
identical.®* In the Army, the prirnciples of war act simulta-

resusly as a source of doctrine —-part of the theory of war

-—- but, they serve alsc as a framework for planning. Conse-—-
quently, the Army, alorne of all the services, appears most
inclined ta use and accept the privciples of war in unified
plamming and in the foraulatiocn of ampaigns. However, as
will be discussed, given the Army’s specific doctrine on cam-
paign plarning, this may not be the case. In short, what is
clear is the divergent views the services hold in regards tm-
the principles of war. With such a divergevrce of views on the
principles of war, to state they are common doctrine —— as
JCS Fub 3-@ does ~- is rather ridiculcus. Movre gpecifically,
since campaign plarmirng is a mulfiservice effort, the differ-
irng views the services have orn the priveciples of war at-
tenuvate any legitimate role the principles of war play in
campaigrn plarrming.

The rnext point concerning the teruous relatiornship be-
tweer campaign .larming doctrine and the principles of war
fococuses on contemporary operational doctrine. Despite the
deluge of both doctrinal and personal material that has been
writtern on operaticomal art and campaigns since 1382, almost
rnone of it specifically addresses the principles of war. JCS
Fub 3-2, the riew capstorne marual on joint doctrine and plar—
ning, makes only orne gewveral comment on their role in unified
plarming. The prirnciples of war,"...should be the focal point

for unified arnd joint planning and operations. "2 The rest of




the publicatior talks about variows aspects of the theater
commander?’s dutie. .o regards to plarming, in war and peace.
It also discusses important aspects of a campaign plan, but
it does not refererce the principles of war agairn. €2

FM 190@-35, Operations, the Army’s capstone warfightinvg
marinal, does riot include the privciples of war in its discus-—
sion of aperaticmal design. This is not swrprising, since FM
122-5 links the prirnciples of war to its theory of war.
Rather, FM 1202-3 focuses orn three key corncepts which 1t as-
sert should be an essential comsideration in campaign plarve-
riing: center of gravity (also in JCS Fub. 3-@0), culminating
point, and lires of operatiaon. s

Similarly, FM 12@-&, Large ...t Operaticns (Coordinat-

ing Draft, 1387) does not use the principles of war as a spe-
cific plarmning consideration. In fact, the principles of war
are addressed iwm the marnual cnly as individual concepts, as
part of a larger discussicy ~f fighti~g Hovover, FM 1Q@-6
does identify certain principles of campaign plannming. Most
rotable is a specific list of campaign terents, ovne of which
is to attack the ernemy’'s center of gravity.es

Although rot official Aivr Force doctrine, Colonel John

Warder’s The Air Campaign reveals arn aerospace perspective on

aperaticnal plarming. Certairn prirciples are apparent --such
& LShe principle of air supericority —--but, the principles of
war are mentioned only cnce. In the conclusion, Wardern men—
tions them, but with the cormatation of undewvstanding, "the

essernce of war', rather tharn as a list of specific principles




or titles. &%

In sum, contemporary campaigrn planmming discussions do
not use principles of war as a specific plarming consider—
ation. Other thanm JCS Fub 3-0, which refererces them orce,
the literature focuses on broader themes.

The third and final point that reveals the teruous ve-
laticnship between campaigwn plarmivng and the principles of

war 1s histaorical. Frico Lo their recent publication in JCS

Fub 3-@, with one rather unofficial publicaticn in 1336, US
campaign plarnning doctrivne did not recogrniize o employ the

priviciples of war as a part of campaign design.

The Army's first campaign plarming marnual, B Marual for

Commanders of Large Units, published iv 13340, did mot discuss

campalgns in terms of the principles of war. This rather
brief work attempted to present a gerveral but comprehernsive
discussion of the many issues inherernt in conducting a cam-—
paign. The maruwal discussed the rnature of theater strategy,
campaign plarming, and the cornduct of battles. It also ad-
dressed logistics, command and staff problems, and training
of large .i.ts. Sirnce it was mot a prescriptive manual, there
were wo lists of principles, tenets or plarming guides.
Rather, its descriptive focus aimed to present the rature of
fighting large ground formations (Army and Army Groups) in
the conduct of a campaign.s7

The only marmwal concerrned with campaigrn plarming that
listed the principles of war, pricor to the 1983 JCS FPub 3-@,

was a CGSC student text, The Frivciples of Strategy for An




Indeperdent Corps aor Army 1n a Theater of Operatiove. ITw trhw

cpening chapter on the conduct of war, the manual sbtabel oot
success or failuwre in war had always depended uporn the cor-
rect application of the principles of war. It further 31, _o
that from the history of war ore could deduce certairn "basic
arnd immutable” privnciples:
The i1deas formulating owre doctrine of war guide all
our military procedures [to ivnclude campaigrmsl...While 1k
is riot possible to prescribe the exact method of applyirng

these ideas in war, the gereral application may be proe-
pounded as stated inm (the followingl paragraphs... 2

Each paragraph ernumerated orme of severn principles ofF war.
These included a list similar to owr principles o was boow.,
minus simplicity and objective.

Despite the apparert prescription of these . Loles
the manual concluded the cd:scussion with the following rabner
ambivalent rnote:

In war we deal with corcrete cases. For this reason
the prirciples of strategy [the prirciples of war men-
tiored abovel carn serve only as a sort of gereral guioe.
Each campaign must be thought out ard aralyzed 1w all 1oz
parts. Qut of this arnalysis should come the decision

which carn rnever be deduced from precornceived abstract
principles. &2

In 1342, the Army published FM 1@2-15, Field Servaice

Regulaticrs, Larger Units, superseding the 132@, A Manwal {or

Commanders of Large Urnits. Unlike its predecessor, 11 waz o

Jint marmal. Moreover, the marnual stated that 1t wasz mol &
treali_e on war, but, "a guide for commanders and staffs of
air foreces, corps, armies, or a group of armies."7? QAddi-

tionally, it pointed out "the fundamental doctrive” that suc—
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cessful "moderwm military operations demand air superior-—
ity. "7 In short, it was a very maderrn marual.

It discussed all aspects of campalign plavmivg, to in-
clude branches and sequels (though not stated as suech, but
meaning the same thing).?® It included discussicons on "Stra-
tegic Mareuver" which entailcd both offensive and defersive
maneuver, a concept rot ircluded in current campaign desigr.
Mast importantly, rno where does the manuwal list or consider
the prirnciples war or any terets. Rather, it discusses
various aspects of aperatiocnal warfighting and sustairnment. 73
Firnally, this was the doctrirne that guided the formulation of
the rnumercous campaigns of WWII.

Iv 13930, FM 100-15 was rewritten. It reflected the many
lessons learned in WWII about the conduct of campaigns. Foor
example, it irncluded the evaluation of the effect logiestics]
support would have on the development of the planm. Interest-
ingly, despite the fact that the principles of war had become
an official part of Army doctrine {(they were published in ©l. .
1349 FM 1@@~-5), the 1952 FM 122-135 did rot include them. Why
they were not included is unclear. However, one might conjern-
ture a reason. In 1958, ~—- indeed since 1939 and the first
publicatiaon of FM 120-5 —-- the Army considered FM 1@2@-5 to be
a tactical manual. It was the marnual for the conduct of com-
bined arms and the division., 74 Conversely, FM 10@-15 was a
manual for the cperatiocnal and strategic level. Could it be
that the Army did not consider the principles of war to bDe a

useful doctrinal tool at so high a level of command? [ one
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remembers the admonition from the 1936 Frinciples of Strategy

—-— namely to conmsider campaigns as urnigue situations and not
subject to arbitrary privciples of war —-— ore might see the
reason why FM 1282-15 did viot include the principles of war as
a part of campaign design. The 1942 FM 122-13 discussed the
riature of war at higher levels of command. It focused on is-
sues and not on selected principles.

As the years passed FM 122-15 was rewritten. In subze-
quent editions, 1t became less concerned aover the issues of
campailgy plarming and focused instead on specific procedureds
of a Field Army. By 19€3, it was wo longer concerned at all
with warfighting ot the operational level. With the rernewed
interest iri campaign planning in the 198ds, FM 12@-€ has
taken over FM 120-15%'s original role. 7=

Ivm summary, it is clear that there is, at best, a
ternucus relationship betweern the prirnciples of war and con—
temporary campalgn plamiing doctrive. This carn be traced to
three facts. One, the services do riot informally agree on the
existence, utility, role, or codification of the soc-called
Joint principles of war. Since campaign plarming is a joint
activity, such a disparity ir outlook undermivnes the asser-
tion that the privciples are a joint doctrine. Second, the
majority of comtemporary campaigvn plarming doctrineg does not
.se the principles of war as an element of operatiocrnal de-—
sign. Third, customarily campaign plarming doctrine has not
nsed the principles of war as an element in ocperatioral de-

sign, even after the Army adopted its own principles of war

37




in 1343,

7. CONCLUSIONS

This paper sought to determirne the reiatiornship between
the so-called US principles of war (those listed in JCS Fub
3~-9) and contemporary campaign plamming doctrine. [t con-
cludes that, at best, there is a tenucus relatiorehip between
the twz. However, within the paper arncther issue has been
raised, namely, the rnecessity znd the utility =f the prirn-
ciples of war themselves.

The history of the principles of war have been briefly
reviewed. From this, one can see that the principles of war
are a relatively rnew additiocnm to US military thought. More-
over, 1t is clear that they are the legacy of the 19th Cen-
tury military theorist Jomini. They are the legacy of & be-—
lief in the existerce of a set of privciples with which a
soldier can secuwre victory in battle. Marny sericus soldiers
cover the years have doubted the validity of this thewry -——
most notably Clausewitz.

The privnciples of war were rcot official in the US Prmy
until 1921, and woere not really accepted until 1949, From
thern until 197€, the US Army used them as a daoctrinal concept
to guide swcldiers in preparing orders and making tactical
plaris. In 1976, the Army adopted a rnew set of doctrinal
principles tao guide saoldiers in the formulation of tactical
plans. These new prirciples were collectively called the Ne-—

tive Deferise. These wnew tactical prirnciples were rcoct claimed
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t be timeless like the principles of war. Rather, they were
principles for modern war, based in measure on the experi-
ences of the Arab-Israeli 1973 war. This, along with some
other issues, caused an uproar in the Army. In all this up-
roar, o one thought to menmticn that the recently deleted
principles af war did rnot do or add anything that the much
maligned principles of the active defernse did not do —— ex—
cept, perhaps, alleviate a perceived overemphacsis on the de-—
ferse. Irn any evernt, the Army reintroduced the privciples of
war. Since then, the Army has not reconciled clearly the
principles of war’s rale in doctrine. The principles of war’s
role became even move ambiguous with the refinement of
Airland Rattle Doctrire. Accoeding to FM 1@@-1, the prin-
ciples of war carn be used as an aperatiomal plarovinmg tooly i
FM 1@aa-35, however, they are part of the thasory of ware, 2
gsocurce of doctrine. Clearly, the two manuals do wmzt agree on
the rale the prinmciples of war play in FAvrmy doctrime. In
short, the maruals are ambivalent. As a result, the doctrine
is ambiguous.

The US Army has arguably moved in a Clausewitzianm di-
rection with the develaopmert of Rirland Battle Doctrine. This
is must easily evidericed by the use of certain Clausewitzian
cornicepts, most rnotably, center of gravity and culminmating
point. Exactly why the Army has gove in this direction is a
matter of conjectuwre. But, the doctriral use of two other
Clausewitzian concepts, namely the "fog' and "friction" of

war, may help explain why. Whern one compares them to the
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uniquely American principle of war "simplicity'", the differ
ence becomes obvious. Fog and friction say so much more about
the natwre of war than "prepare clear, uncomplicated plans
arnd clear, concise orders to enswe thorough understanding" 7S
as the principle of war simplicity supgests.

Lastly, this paper has shown that to think sericusly
about campaign desigr, one does not rnieed to rvely onm o a list of
principles of war., Farticularly & list that has rnever rested
on a comprenensive theory of war, and that was arbitrarily
chosern sixty years ago. Too prove thise point all we rnesd oo iz
locok at our ocwn past. As ar Army, in WWID we succeszfully

» -

fought some of the most difficull campaigns in the history of
war. We did it with a doctrine, particularly a campaigrn doo-
trine, that did rzt rely on a list of principles of war. It
wonld seem thern that we could leave the simplistic lists at
the tactical level, the level where even Clausewitz would
find wtility in them. These lists, 1if we choose to develop
them, however, should not be the gerneral, pithy, rnow cushtom-
ary, statements irn ocwr prirciples of war. Rather, they shaould
be prirnciples derived fraom a theory of modern war.

At the operatiornal level, owr doctrine should naot be
aimed at developing simplistic listse with which to guide men
—— senior military men at that -—— in developing campaign
plars, plarns that must, by their very nature, be unique. With
this in mind, when one acknowledges the multiude of issues
commarders must consider in developing a campaign planm, the

simplistic and incomplete principles of war reveal themselves
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as inadequate for campaign design. That they are a part of
oy current joint plarming doctrive (JCS Fub 3-@), and,
therfore, stricktly speaking, part of campaign plaring doc--
trive, is urnforturnate. Rather, owr campaign doctrive cught to
focus on facilitating cooperation between services, to reduc-
ing friction iv plarming and execution, and enhancing the wm-—-
derstanding of all the forces involved., If we look at the
progress of owr joint doctrine, in particular the bulk of the
1389 JC5 Pub -4, it appears that this is the currenmt trend.
Joint doctrine is focusing onm establishing commorn procedures
to fascilitate joint plarrning and executiorn. However, the in-

clusion of the soc—called "common" privciples of war is a

1

symptom of ar attempt to prescoribe a simplistic approach to
campaign design. Our own historical experiernce with campaigrn
design should keep us fraom, "the alluring formulae that welil

meaviing pecple offer in the name of victory.,"?7
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